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Adverse rulings and findings by a trial judge do not constitute bias per se,! and this rule is embodied in some state statutes. 
The fact that a court rules in favor of one party over the other does not automatically mean that the judge is biased or prejudiced 


against the losing party, as any prejudice must ordinarily stem from an extrajudicial source.’ It is a trial judge's obligation to 
view the witnesses, weigh their credibility, and determine the facts, and because in doing so a trial judge necessarily decides 


in favor of one party rather than the other does not exhibit bias. 


Adverse rulings against a litigant, even if erroneous, are insufficient to establish a judge's bias or prejudice and are not grounds 
for disqualification.° Previous rulings of a trial judge which are subject to correction on appeal may not form a basis for recusal./ 


Alleged errors of law or procedure are legal issues subject to appeal and are not grounds for disqualification.® 


Observation: 


Erroneous trial court rulings generally are properly grounds for appeal, not for recusal of the judge, but where review of facts in 
the record shows the judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned, the appellate court should remand the matter to another 


judge.” 
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